ED 136 459
AUTHOR

TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

education program in New

DOCUMERT RESUME
EC 093 179

Reiss, Philip

Reading and Arithmetic for Mainstreaming
Brain-Injured Children (SChool Year 1974-1975) -
Evaluation Report.

New York City Board of Education, Brooklyn, N.Y.
Office of Educational Evaluation.

Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Eddcation
(DHER/OE) , Washington, D.C.

£75]

26p.

MF-3$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.

*Arithmetic; *City Wide Programs; Elementary
Education; Exceptional Child Research; Learning
Disabilities; *Minimally Brain Injured; program
Descriptions; *Program Evaluation; *Reading; *Regular
Class Placement; Special Programs

New York (New York)

is an evaluation report of a special

Provided _
York City designed to improve the reading

and arithmetic skills of brain-injured children in mainstream Classes
(grades 1 through 8). An assessment of the extent to which

participants improved in

reading and mathematics and a study of the

extent to which the actual program coincided with the proposed
program are noted t» include the following findings: that children in
grades 1-4 achieved statistically significant improvement in both
reading and mathematics, that children in grades 7-8 achieved gaips
averaging 2.3 months in reading and 2.9 months in mathematics—{these
results were not statistically significant), and that observations
indicated the program operated essentially as described in the
proposal. Recommendations listed include provision of the program
only in schools in which 10 or more eligible children have been

identified, and simplification of procedures.

(Iy)

o 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 Ak 3 o ok ook 3 ok ok ok o 3k 3 ok el o 3k 3k o ook ok ok ook o ok ok o s 3k ek 3ok 2k e ofe o o ok Kok 3 ok e oo ook ok
‘Docunents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality

via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductlons
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

%*
%*
%*
%*
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
%*
a
%*
%*

3k 3k 3k 2k 3k 2k 3k e 3k 25 2k 3 3 a2k 3k 3k 2k 2k 3k 2Kk 2k 3k 35 3k 2k 35 2k 2k 3K 2k 2k 3k 38 2k 383k 2k 9k 2 3 2k 3k 38 3k 3Kk o8 2k KK oo o o ok o A A Rk ok ok ok

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*




iy
=
O
M
v~
0o
L

EVALUATION REPORT _-

ey
—

Punction No. 09-58619

SCOPE OF INTEREST NOTICE

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF MEALTH. m:;‘:ﬁc Facility has assigned
EDUCATION & WELFARE . e ment for processing
NATIOMAL INSTITUTE OF - _ A

EDUCATION ; -
In our lquemem, this document
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- - :‘Soalso of interest to the d‘!uring.
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM [OUSES NOted 10 the right, Indey.
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN. ing shouldfaﬂec‘ their speciaf
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS . POINts Of vieyy,

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Reading and Arithmetic for Malns{:'reamlxig
Braln-Injured Children o
(School Year 1974 - 1975) it

Prepared by :
Phllip Relss

An evaluation of a New York City school district
educatlional project funded under Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

(PL 89-10) performed for the Board of Education .
of the Clty of New York for the 1974-75. school
: yearo .

2

Dr. Anthoay J. Polemenf, Director

BOARD OF COUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION
N0 LIVINGSTON STREET, DROOKLYN, N. Y. 11201



Table of Contents

Chapter

List of Tables

T Progran Description
IT Evaluative Procedures
IIT Pindings

IV Susmary of Major Findings, Conclusions
and Recommendations

Appendix A: Questionnalre Forms and MIR Items

Page
i1

17

22



List of Tables

Table ' Page

I Numbers of Students “ested L

II Msan Grade Level Egulvalent Readling Scores 8
on WRAT

III Mean Grade Level Igulivalent Mathematlecs 3cores 8
on WRAT )




Chapter T

Program Description

This new speclal education progras was designed to laprove the
feading and arithmetic skills of brain-injured chiliren in main-
stream classes, The major features of the program, as spec!fiéd
in the project proposal, are described below. |

”He major objective of the program was to provide individualized
Instruction to those children eliglble for Title T benefits who had
been dlagnosed as brain-injured and learning ¢ isatled, Subseqﬁently.
the e;lglblllty‘crlterla were broadened to include chllﬂreh Hiég-
nosed as moderately language impalired, Additionally, elegibility
criteria speqlfled that children mgst‘bet

l. functioning one or more years below grade levél in reading
and/or arithmetic

2., Adlasmosed by the Evaluation & Placement Unit

3. recommended by the @vaiuation & Placement Uni* as being able
to profit from 1tinerant instructione.

Tndlvidualized instruction in readlnz~anﬂ arithmetic was provided
by alépeciql staff of itinerant teachers, selected on the basls of
training, knowlédge ard lnterest in the learning disabled brain-
injured child, ‘Fach teacher was to have a case load of approxi-
mately 30 children who were to recelve itinerant instruction twilce
a week for an 8 to 10 week perldd. Instruction was on an indivifual

basis except in situations in which similar gosls allowed the

formation of groups of two or three children.

Each teacher in the program was asslgned to one of the nine

city-wide Evaluation & rlacement Units, The number of fteachers



assigned to each Evaluation & Placement Unit depended upon the
referral rate of children meeting the criteria for acceptance
into this program at each Evaluation and Placement Unit.

Teaching materlals and techniques were to follow the individ-
uallized prescription delineated in the Evaluation & Placement re-
port that accompanied each child., Additional.standardlzed or non-
standardlized testing was administered by the i1tinerant teacher as
necessary. Lessons in reading and arithmetic were developed based
on the chlld's strengths and wesknesses aS reported in hils Evalu-
atlon & Placement prescription. Specialhinstructloﬁal materlals
were provided by the proJecf.

A cruclal aspect of the visits ‘was to be consultation with
classroom teachers. The role of tpe itinerant teacher was env1S1oned/
as not only that of a remedlaélon”expert, but also &s a consultant
to classroom teachers.

Paraprofesslonals served as educatlonal gssistants and were
under the dlrect supervislon of the ltinerant teﬁchers to whom they
were assigned. Thelr functlons included assisting the teachers in
implementing the remedlal reading and arlthmetic prescfiptlons,
the preparation of materlals and record keeplng, V%;

The supervisor (project coordinator), assisted by a teacher
tralner, had the primary reSponsibllity for the supervision of all
staff members in the precgram. Each staff member was periodically
observed and rated., 3taff conferences ahd workshops were held at
regular intervals., During such meetings new instructional methods

and materials were disseminated and Interesting individual cases

were presented. Yarlous staff members shared with thelr colleagues

‘Some of the techniques that they had found successful.

Tlslts for staff members to special education classes and

Evaluatlon & FPlucemen* Units were arranzed. This enabled them

A



TO observe the entlre referral procedure from the initial
dlagnosis to the final class placement. - Outside éonsultants
within and without the lNew York City Public School System were
engaged to augment staff trainlng. They-lectured to the staff

of speclal education. |

The program was clty-wida in scope. The Evaluationfand

Placement Units were the prlnary'soﬁrceé'ot'rdferrala Reme~

dlatlon was on an itinerant basis in each chlld's school. The
progran.-stafféd by a:prqjqét coord inator (super#isor); a teacher
trainer, 32 teachers, 17 paraprofessionals snd 2 secretérl@s.
served 510 children in 92 schools.
| ~Because of varlations ih referral ratés and screening prbcedufes.
it was not possible to assemble lists of eligible chlldren sufficient-
ly concentrated in single schools to wa ~rant staffing by full time
teachers., Thus, most teachers were Ziven mialtiple school asslgn-_
ments, ranging from two to six schdols. ﬁith an average of three
.schools per teachef. Case loads ranged fron 11 to 22 chlld:en_
(average = 15.9) Each child recelved #n a&erage of 12 instruc-
tional sessions; The program began on February 18, 1975 with a

two week period of in-service training and continued to the- end of

the school year.
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Chapter IT
Evaluative Pfocedures
The objectives of evaluation for this project were:
1. To assess ths extent to which the‘pérticipants

have demonstrated statistically significant improvement

in reading and mathematice,
2. To determine the oxtent to which the program, as

actually carried out, coincided with the program a
described in the project proposal. :

~ The first objective (extent of readiﬁg and arithmetic
lmprovement) was carried out by adnlnlétering the Wide Range
Achlevement Test (WRAT) on a pr?/posb&est hasis, Pre-testing
was carrle§ out in mid-March, shortly after the beginning of the
program. Post-tests were administered during the last week in
May * | . -

Althougﬁ gll.partlcipants were to have been tested, it
proved impossible to adnlnistér the test to 31 of the children
(see Table 1), These included children who evidenced‘severe
"hearing losseé, severe language problems or who were too immature
to take the test. An additional 17 children did not recelive thé
post-test because of transfers, discharges or chronic absenteeisna,
In all, 464 (91%4) of the children who participated in the progras
recelved both a pre- and post-test; all of these scores weré analyzed,
Table T |
Numbers or-Students Tested

‘Grede Group Total N N N not Causes for Missing
Tested Tested /Analyzed Scores
Untestable Absent
1-3 | 296 260 36 29 7
=6 196 136 10 ' 2 8
7-8 18 18 0 0 o
total  C sto o ueh o mg gy Ls

Q . 8




(5)
Data wera._ analjzed by the real (treatment) vs, anticipated
(without treatment) design for standardized tests which yield
‘grade level equivalents. Correlated t-tests, based or these
bifferences, Wwere computed,

The second objectlve (program lmplementation) was asSessed
through a serles of visitations, interviews and mailéd ques=tion-
nalres (see Appendix A), The proposal projected two visits to:
each of the 30-35 schools in the project, However, since the
program was actually carried out in 9?,d1frerent schools, it was
not possible to vislt every schbol.

The malled questlonnaire was deslgned to supplement 1nformatlon
obtalned by the observations and 1ntervlews as well as to obtain
information from Schools which could not be visited, In addition,
it was intended to obtaln responses from approximately 10% of the

regular classroom teachers of chlldren served Ey this program.
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Chapter ITI
Findings

The evaluation of this‘project was carried ouf by three
strateglies: standardized tests, administered on a pre/post basis;
observations and interview8; and a questionnalre nalied in aid - May,
The .findings from each‘of these will be discussed in turn in this

section,
Standardized Test Hesults .

The first evaluation objective for thls program was
To assess the extent to which the participants

have demonstrated statistically significant improve-
@ent in reading and mathematics.,

' The WRAT was adnlni;tered on & pre/post test basis and

grade level equivalent scores were analyzed by the historiocal re-
gression formula, Tn most cases, tests were_admlnistered by the
itinerant teacher,, waééer. in a small number 6f cases (not more.
“than 30), the pre-test score was taken fro- the Evaluatibn & Place-~
ment Unit report. This was done when the WRAT had been administered
ﬁithin the prior two months as part of an Evaluation & Placeneﬁt
Unit dlagnostic battery. This procedure was adoptédltq.gvold-a
possiVle inflation of pre-test scores due to overfaniil&rlt& with
tést ltews., All post-testing was conpleted by the ltinerant
teachers during the last week of May. |

After a predicted post-test score was_cénputed for each pupil,
the difference between that score and the pﬁpil's actual pcast-test
score was recorded, The mean difference for each grade group was '

“hen computed and a t-test was applied to appraigs 1ts statistical

signiflcancea,

10 :
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The results for all 464 students tested are reported in Tables
IT and III. The objective of stntlstléally slgnificant improvement .
in reading and matheratics was met by the studentslln grades one
through six., The gains aéhleved by seventh and elghth grade stg~
dents were not statistically significant. Thus, 1n Iight of this
evidence, the program did not meet 1ts goal for thils gfoup. This

could be due to the small size of the group (18 students).

However, the program should not be Judged to have been unsuc-
cessful on behélf of thls group of students, Thelr gains wefe
srééfer than those which would have been predicted without the
1nterv¢ntion. A more intensive intervention (perhaps three sessions
Wweekly) or one which was conducted over a longer period of time
might be needed by upper grade students‘who are, proportionately, .
further behind in achlevement thén younger students, 1n order to '

httgln slgnificant improvement.

Observation Findings

In order to achleve the second evaluation objective (extent
of program 1lmplementation), the evaluator visited each of the 32
itinerant teachers in the program at least once; many teachers
were visited twice, in different schools. During these visits,
he observed the itinerant teacher (and paraprofessionals, 1if
assigned) working with children and interviewed the principals
or assistant principals and guldance counselors. The findings

of these observatlions and interviews are presented in thls section.

Actual scope of the program
The program was actually somewhat smaller than provided by the

proposal. Instead of 40 teachers and 20 paraprofesslonals serving
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" Table TT
Mean Grade lLeveal EqulvalentAReiﬁing.scbres

on WRAT
Grade N Pre~Test Predicted Post-Test Difference t
Group Mean Post-Test Mean ¢
(3/75) = Mean (5/75)
1-3 296 1.71 1.90 " 1.96 .06 3.93%
L-6 196 2.88 2,98 3.24 .26 6. 5k»
7-8 18  3.38 3.45 360,16 1.19%#
- Table III

Mean Grade Lsvel Equivalent Mathenatlcs Scores

‘ on WRAT
Grade N Pre-Test Predicted Post-Test leference.; | t
Group Mean Post-Test Mean o
| (3/75) ' Mean (5/75)
1-3 296 1.92 2,11 2,27 .16 4,73%
L4-6 196 3.31 3.46 3.75 .29 ‘_8.54*
7-8 18 3.73 3.84 4,02 .18 0.81#»

*p £ ,001
##p = ,15, not significant

id
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1%0Q sfudents In 30 schools there were only 32 teachers and 17
p/P\hiwfgssionals serving 510 students in 92 schools, One teacher
l}ns'was us®d tq employ & teacher trainer. The proposal provided
{ﬂr ] psychOIQSISt. guldance counselor and Social worker. Howaver,
iﬁ “16 nat Prove possible to employ properly qualified-individuals
{/r Yhoee po%itions, |

) A\nupb”r Of factors may account for these differences in size,
y’er' fuﬂdinR delayed the onset of the progrén from January to mif-
F/b:bugry- "MS created ALfficulty with staff recrultment. It also

a
,/ Ny thﬂt only a Single ten week remediation cycle was possible

4T
d‘/ \h& L ne T®Rainjer of the school year, Second, it appears that

n/ \ﬁgnt;ficat1°n of eliglble cases was made in advance of the start
o/ thQ prasfa‘- Tt was not possible to rapidly provide the nuabers

0['§°Perfgls' In concéntrated locations, which had been projected,

o4
mf} S b‘(waed bOth the total number of phildren se;ved by the program

gﬂﬂ the ﬂuﬂber Which could be served by each ltinerant teacher.

4 Rl\ce of # “eam or two itinerant teachers and one paraprofessional
sﬂ¢vlhg 60 t% ?0 children in a school, single teachers travelled to
af \Qﬁy 25 53X difrerent schools per week, often to serve one or

t/p thldfen at each site. The many problems created by this dis-
péf&\l will be 91scussed in later sections.

M&ny of thﬁ children actually served in the program were on
w¢4tlhg 115t5 Tor special class placements; a few were transferred
dﬁfL\& ¢he Pr°€ran. Although the proposal did not include such
cﬂ}l“ben, th? Criterig were relaxed to enable more children to
qu/llﬁy aﬂd to D?ovlde some service to children who were recelving
114tl§ r no lhstruction while awalting placeament,

(2] R
Ny 12252 L Brogras Activities

1
The 1ﬂ1t 31 orientation and ln-service tralning sessions,

. d I
co/ \Qtpd by “1® project coordinator, the teacher tralner and by

i3

B -



(10)
outside consultants, were found to be very well organized and in-
formative, Presentations covered theoretical bases of teaching
learning dlsabled and brain-injured children as well a8 very prac-
tlcal, detalled instructions on implamenting the program.

The inltiation of the program in the schools was frequently
delayed. Many principéls'would not‘pernit 1t1neranf teachers to
begin observing chlildren in classrooms before parent notification
letters had been sent. 1In a number of other inStances, the Evalu-
ation & Placement Units had not completed screening students,

Once children were identified, teachers set up thelr schedules
and began to see children resularly. Space in which to work was
seldom readily avallable. However, schools which were assigned
full time teachers or to which teachers were assigned two full
days wWeekly often provided a room for the itinerant teacher.

Those schools recelving the service for half-days (or less) were

more likely to require the ltlinerant teacher to work in a hallway,
audltorium or to share space with some other teacher. The avallablility
of a stable work space and/or storage area offen, in turn, determined
the avallabllity of instructional materials.

A wlde Qariety of attractive, appropriate instructional
materials was purchased for thls programs. Additional supplles
were jade avallable for the preparation of oriélnal aaterials.

The emphasls in materlal selectlon appears to have been upon
flexibllity, high interest and broad range of applicability.

Desplte limitatlions imposed by thelr ltinerant status,
teachers generally made éood use of instructlonal aids. Children
were exposed to a varlety of materlals in each session, often
S8elected to prbvide multlisensory experlences for the same content,

One teacher used student prepared original captloned film strips as

14
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a device for teaching sight vocabulary,

Written plans for ihst uctional sesslons were always in evidence;
folders Were maintalned for every child. Some teachers developed
attractive, interesting charts to document chiidren's progress,

These parnitted's;udents to record thelr own progress gnd were used
as room displays., Almost all instructional sessions were individu-
éllzed. Only rarely did teachers find 1t possible to organize groups
of two or three., This reflected ths heterogenelty that was found

in most schools,

Children were generally seen for two 45 minute sessions Weekly,
Some chlildren might be seen for more, but shorter, sessions. A
small number of ch;;dren were seen for iless time, Each sesslion
was dlivided among several short instructional periods, capitsalizing
upon variety as a technique to focus student attention,

The paraprofessionals were generally involved in escorting
children to and from regular classrooms, record keéping and prepara-
tion of iﬁstructional materials. About half of the paraprofessionals
shared some of the instructional responsiblilities. In at least two
instances, the teacher conducted all reading instruction while the
paraprofessioﬁal conducted mathematics instruction. Most of the
teachers evidenced interest in and, indeed, attenpted to encourage
the paraprofessionals to further develop their skills,

The children served by the program appeared to enjoy thelr
Sesslons. With only one or two exceptions, ail willingly came for
the tutorial when called. Children were observed to work well
during thelr sessions and a friendly, trusting relationship between

children and itinerant teachers was often noted. Many children were

observed to visit the itinerant teachers between scheduled sesslons,

to confirm the tine of the next session, to ask for an extra session

15

or Jjus* to say "ello",
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Interview Findings

Interviews with Administrators

Administrators were often very supportive of the concept of
mainstreaming, They were eager to be able to retain children within
thelr home schools while providing supportive services. Generally
favorable comments abouf the program were volunfeered.

Many administrators expressed concern over the manner in which
chlldren were selected for this program. Generally, they indicated
that for maximum effectiveness this service should be provided as
early aé possible, before a child had necessarily been designated
for speclial class placement., Most administrators bellieved 1t would
be possible to malntain brain-injured learning disabled children in
the mainstream with this fora of assistance. Further, they felt that

the school could play a wunve actlve role in ldentifying such children.

3

Many also emphasized that a part “time ltinerant teacher could not

be a substitute for specig@ class Placement for more severely handi-

i

capped children.

Several of the administrators were eager to obtaln an itinerant.
teacher assigped full time to their school. They indicated that this
would strengthen the prog}an by.maklng it better known and better
accepted within the school. This would also offer more opportunitles
for ln-service sesslons for their own teachers,

However, particularly in regard to the latter, a number of
administrators expresséd concerﬁ about the experience and/or knowledge-
ableness of the 1t1neran§_£pacher. TIf the itinerant teacher is to
provide recommendations fﬁ'regular classrdéﬁ teéchers. they felt
that this person must be perceived by classroom teachers as a know-

ledgeable expert.

Another area of great concern to administrators was the title

16
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of the program. Administrators reflected a desire to avold labelling,
in any fashion, chlldfeh who are to be mainstreamed., This was seén
to be partlcularly important in presenting the program to teachers
and parents, Therefore, more than half of the schools requested
thét parent hotlces be sent on school letterhead, rather than
project letterhead. ‘ ‘

Interviews with Teachers

Teachers were generally pleased with the in-service training
they had recelved. Most also felt that there was a good variety of
materials avallable. .However, those asélgned to several schools
often remarked about the problems related té this,’ |

Teachers’ reactlons to the Evaluation & Placement Units' reﬁorts
were mixed. Approximataly one-third of the teachers reported obtaining
educational reports for all thelr children at or near -the beginning of
the program., Many reported that evaluations were incomplete or re-
ports unavallable, even as late as the end of May.

When reports were avallable, some teachers found them to be very
helpful. Others stated that gll repbrts contalned approximately the
same suggestlons. Teachers who were less fagiliar with technical
terminology eﬁcountered more difficulty in interpreting Evalutation
& Placeaent Unit Peports. All teachers felt a need to carry out.
some addltional testing on their own. | |

Teachers' caseloads varied from 1l to 22 with an average of
15.9 childien per teacher. fhls vas achleved after som2 shifting
of children and school assignaents, as new cases were identified,
Thls;fisure compared favorably with the maximum posstble caseload
of 17‘(based upon 2 sessions weekly per child, allowing 7 instructional
perfods per day of 45 minutes each); hlgher figures indicate group

instruction and/or the assistance of a paraprofessional.

17
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The itinerant teachers' reports of communication with regﬁlar
classroom teachers and adminlistrators indicated a generally positive
perception of the program. Classroom teachers' attltudeé wére rep-‘
resented as ranging from relief at having the child out of the
room for some time to a high degree of interest in working with the
itinerant teachers to he1§ the child. Meetings were dlff;gplt to
arrange; itinerant teachers who were full tlme in a single school
were moré often able to meet feéulérly with classroom teachers,

A sample of classroom teachers (approximately 20) was: inter-
viewed during school visits in May (responses of others were obtalned
on a malled questlonnalre, dlscussed below). These teachers offered
generally poslitive conments, indicating that thelr children wéreﬁseen
regularly by the itinerant teacher and that the service was worthwhile,

Itlneranﬁ teachers were generally very enthusiastic about the
program and eager to share reports of chlldren's progress. They
felt that more information from the Evaluatlion & Placement Units,
avallable at an earlier date, would have helped a great éeal. Teachers

regretted not belng assigned to single schools, The interviews in-

" Alcated that the teachers were seflous, concerned about the children

" assigned to them and open to suggestions for improving their own work.

Interviews with Paraprofessionals

Each of the 17 paraprofessionals was lnterviewed durling the
school visits. All but three were assigned to work full time with
one teacher: six of them were full time in a single school. Less
than half of the paraprofessionals reported previous experlence or
education related to thelr current assignment. Howevér, many did
hold 3.A. flegrees and some had teachlng licenses. Whille there seemed

to be some 1nitial uncertainty concerning an appropriate role for the

paraprofessionals, by late May all teachers and paraprofessionals

13
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appeared to have established mutually satlsfylng work relatlonshlps.
;hn paraprofesslonals weI'e very positive about the benefits of
the program. Many Spoke approvingly of the supervision glven by
thelr teachers and of the progress of theilr children. Theilr level

of concern and professionallsm was quite impressive,

Questlonnalre 3Survey Findings

In mid-May, speclally constructed questionnalres were sent to
each of the schools participating in ihe program. One was addressed
te the school principal (or guldance counselor responsible for the
program) and one was to go to one classroom teacher. These question-
nalres‘were an addltion to the evaluatlon design, lntended to sample
responses from as many schools served by the program as possible,

Principals Responses

Twenty-nine of the 92 principals (32%) responded to a six
ltem questionnalre. This group reported that an average of 5.6
chlldren,ln thelr schools had been recommended and‘eilglble for the
progfam and that an average of 5.2 chlldren had actualiy been served
in each school. These numbers agree with program records. )
Twenty of the principals indicated that the program assisted
in mainstreaming the chlldren served whille only foui sald it 414
not do so. Flve replied that‘they could not Judge, noting that
the program had been in operatlon for too short a time.
Although only four princlpals reported atfendlng a workshop
or other‘neetlng about the project, all but one indicated that
there was good communication between project and school staff.
Finally, 20 principals reported favorable parental responses

and flve reported neutral responses; none of the principals reported

any instance of negative parental response.

19
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Classrooﬁ Teachers' Responses
| Zlassroom teachers were asked fo respond to a nine itens,
essentlally multiple-cholce questionnalre. Responses were‘obtalned
from 59 teachers in 27 different schools. “he goal of obtaining a
Sam@le of at least 10% of‘the teachers was thus met.
The éverwhelming méjorlty of teachers reported that only one

child in thelr class was served by the prosram, A small number in-

dicated that two to four children were served, Crildren were seen
quite regularly, for‘b5 minutes to an hour for each.session; only
seven teachers report fewer than two sesslons ﬁeekly.

Meetings with iltinerant teachers appear to have varied: 27
teachers reported frequent meetings, 25 feported that they‘seldom
met and 7 reported thét they never met. ZIZlghteen of the teachers
also reported attending a workshop conducted by the project staff.‘
Only one indicated a visit to a speclal education facility as a
result of participation ir the project. | | o

Eighteen teachers noted an improvement in academic work and 14
noted an lmprovement in behavior (some noted both)., At least four
teachers wrote that the project had been of toec short a duration to
enable them to observe such changes. 0nly 23 teachers reportaed no

change in the children served by the program,

20
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kChapter TV

Summary of Major Findings,

Concluslons and Recommendatlons

Major Findings

Scope of Project

Five hundred ten children in grades 1-8 received individualized

‘frainer.

fnstruction in reading and arithmetic. FEach chlld . was Seen for an
average of two 45 minute periods for 8 to 10 weeks. “he servlce
was provided by a staff of 32 teachers and 17 paraprofessionals
supervised by a project coord inator and a teacher trailner.

Chlldren were served 1n 92 schools throughout the clty. All
children met thp eligibllity criterla set forth in the proposal.
However, about half had been recommended for and were .awaiting special
class placement,

Standardized Test Results

The WRA™ was administered to 464 of the chlldrenvsefved by the
prograa on a pre/post-test basis., Children in grades 1-4 achiéved
statlstically significant 1lprovelent in both reading and nathelatlcs.
~hildren in grades 7-8 achleved average gains of 2.3 months in read ing
and 2,9 months in math; these galns were not statlstically slgnlficant.

Qbservation, Tnterview & Questionnaire Flndings

Observations Indicated that the progra- operated essentially
as described in the proposal., The staff was found to be highly
motivated and hard working. Thelr efforts were supported by the

expertise and leadership of the project coord inator and teacher

"eachers were generally well prepared by the ln-service
program to lmplement the instructional qonpongnts of thils program .

Limitations in consultatlion with classroom teaqhers were ndted,
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"he children appeared to enjoy and pfoflt from the tutorial
sesslohs. Further, there was support and encouragement of the pro-
gran by administrators, guidance counéelors and classroom teachers.
The uhavallablllty and/or incompleteness of repofts from
Evaluation & Placement Units placed limits on the program. Small
numbers of referrals, écaftered among large numbers of schools,

resulted in a program that was nore‘dispersed than had been planned.

Teachers who travelled among as many as slx different schools were
forced to carry a much smaller case load than those serving only
one or two schools, | |
Further effexts of thils dlspersal'were seen in the space made
avallable to 1tinerant teachers and the materials used by the teachers.
Those teachers who served several schools generally had less adequate
(and less dependable) working sSpace and were more limited in the
materlals they could carry than were those teachers who worked in
one or two schools, o
Tnstructional materials contributed to the success of this
program. The variety of ltems prepgred by the staff to supplement
commerical materials was impressive, Many of these original materlals
were designed'to meet the special needs of particular chlldren.
Information from both Evaluation & Placement Units' reports
and the teachers' own testing was used to plan'lndlvlduallzed in-
structionasl programs for the children. Record foras were used to
enable teﬁchers to document instruction, evaluate progréss and note

and treat any weaknesses.

The program was percelved posltively by school administrators,

" classroom teachers and parents. There was a high level of commitment

" to the concept of mainstreamlng and concomitant concern over the

title of thls program. More than half of the classroom teachers

who responded to a malled questionnalre reported improvements in

children Served by the progran. 22



COHclUSlOnS

‘The program appears to have been lmplemented essentlally as
described in the proposal and to have.essentlally achleved 1ts
major objectlives, v

The brief duration of the service, occurring late ln the school
year, may accounf for its limited impact upon stulent achlevement
(notably the scores of 7th and 8th graﬂe students). A longer period

———ofingstructton and/or more Intensive instruction mightimprove—gains:——

The lim‘ted impact may also be related to the small degree of
carryover to students' classrooms. There were relatively lrregular
contacts between itinerant teachers and classroom teachers in many
1nstanges; Although included in the proposal, there were relétlvely
‘few workshops for classroom teachers. '“hus,'the absence of an exchange
of informsation énd techniques, which might have enhanced prograﬁ
effectiveness, likely had a negétivc effect, Further; the itinerant
teacners limlited backgrounds made them less credible to the class-
room teachers as authorlitles 1in learning disabilities.

Thils pro;ra- was designed to serve ;hlldren whose learnipg
dlsablilities were mild enough to make mainstreaming possible, an
additional limitation may have unwlttingly been placed upon the pro-
gram by the inclusion of children awaltlng specilal class placement,
Thelr incluslion was a sourﬁe of concern to administrators and class-
room teachers. ~"hat ls, they did not wish to see thls program gas
a substitute for speclal class placement for children requiring it,

The diffusion of the program asong many schools ilnited the
possible impact within any one school. Teachers serving several
schools were not likely to be perceilved as part of the faculty.
Often, they were unable to obtaln storage Space OTr & regular Space
in which tb work. Zontacts with school faculty were generally

meager In these situatlons. The situatlon was much more satisfactory

o ‘ | 25}
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when a teacher was asslgned to only one or two schools,
A major set of problems in program lmplementation appears to
be related to the procedure whereby the Evaluation & Placement Uhlts
are responsible for referrals and disgnoses, These referrals were
a major basis for enfry into the program and the Fvaluation & Place-
ment Units' reports were the prinary source of information upon which

individualized programs were to be developed.“gDeficloncies—inmboth—“—-

the number of rgferrals-and the quality of the reports seriousiy
affected the program;

Maﬁy‘of the administrators indicated that they would like in-
creased involvement at the school level in roferrins children to
this progran. Purther, they expressed some conviction that it
should be possible for the school guidance counselor and school
psycholo:ist to develop procedures ta obtain required diegnosis,
™ this way 1t was felt children cpuld be served earlier in thelr
school careers, before problems became severe enough to requlre
speclal class plaéement. '

| Finally, there was great concern over the title of the program.
The Juxtaposltion of the terms"mainstreaming” and "learning dis-
abled brain-injured chlldren" was seen as negative by many admin-
Istrators and teachers. Most were concerned about the possible
reactions of parents and children. The consensus was to avoild
labelling the handicapping condition as long as there is g possibility

of mainstreaming,
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Recommendatlons

This program should be continued neit year since it has resulted
in significant student gain and has assisted in nains?reaning & num-
_ber of chlldren who have been labelled"as learning disabled and
brain-injured. The following suggéstions‘are offered to help ilamprove

the operation of the prograhzl

l*eroviﬁe the program only in schools in which 10 or more
eligible children have been ldentified. This will enable the assign-
ment of teachers full-time (or at least.for two full days) to par-
ticlpating schools, .

2, 51implify the procedures by which children are iHenfified as
eligible for the program. wWhlle full clinical‘evaluations are im-
portant, thelr absence should not deny a child access to a needed
Service. . _

3. Tncrease the role of school staff 1n identifying children
eliglble for this program. |
L, Hestrict eligibility for the program to children for whom
nainstreaning has been recomnended; children awalting special class
placements shoglﬁ not be included. | |
5. Replacemen® and/cr additlional staff selectlon should be
based on experlience and knowledge in tée educatlion of learning dis-
-~ gbled braln-injured children., |
6. Increase the oppcrtunities for teacher consultation and
in-service meetings by including some time allocatlon for such
activities in itinerant teachers’ schedules. |
7. Change the title of the program to avold attaching labels

with necative conrotations to chlldren served. A neutral label, such

as "Supportive Reading & Arithmetic” mlght be considered,

8. Extend the duration of the program and begln it as early as

. =
QO possible in the school year. . 25
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BOARD OF ZDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 23
DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND PUPIL PSRSONNEL SERVICES

- TITLE ]

READING & ARITHMETIC FOR MAINSTREAMING BRAIN INJURED CHILDREN
P.S. 93 «= 13535 STORY AVENUE
DRONX. NEW YORK 10472
TELEPHONE: 8389-7181

MARGARET REEHILL
COORDINATOR

Questlonnalre for School Principals
(or Designated Guidance Counselor)

The BReading and Arithmetic for Mainstreaming Project 1is being
evaluated for Office of Hucational Evaluation. Your responses to .
the questlons below are essential for thls study. They will be given .
full consideration and neither you nor your school will be identified

in connection with then.

Please answer all the questlons, checkling your answers where
response choices are indlcated. Please feel free to add further
comments on the reverse of the sheet. In addition, enclosed 1s a
second questionnalre to be completed by any one regular classroom

teacher of a child who has recelved service from this program,
Thank you for your cooperation.

1. School number - {(for verification of coverage only)

2. How many children in your school were recommended and eligible
for thls program? ‘

3. How many chlldren in your school were actually served by this
-+ program?

4, Did the program assist in malntaining any child within his regular
class or help in returning a child from a Special class to the

regular grades? Yes . No

5. Do you feel that there was good communicatlon betwsen mcmbers of
the project staff and your school staff? Yes No

- 6. Has any member of the project staff conducted a wbrkshop or other
meeting to inform your school staff of the technlques used 1in the

project? Yes No

7. Yhat were the parents® reSponses to this project?
Favorable Neutral Unfavorable

Please return the completed forms within 5 days to: ©r. Philip Relss o
: Evaluatilon Ponsultant i

1030 e 2? St ‘
8rooklyn, !1.Y. 11210
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BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THZ CITY OF NEW YORK
DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES
TITLE §

READING & ARITHMETIC FOR MAINSTREAMING BRAIN INJURED CHILDREN
P.S. 93 ~ 1333 STORY AVENUE
BRONX, NEW YORK 10472
TILEFHONK: 589-7181

MARGARET REEHILL
COORDINATOR

Questionnaire for Classroom Teachers

The Reading and Arlthmotic for Mainstreaming Project is beling
evaluated for the Office of Educational Evaluation. Your responses
to the questlons below are essentlal for this study., They will be
glven full conslderation and nelther you nor your school will be
ldentified in connection with thenm.

- Flease answer all the questions, checking your answers where
response cholces are indlcated., Please feel free to add further
comments on the reverse of the sheet.,

Thank you for your cooperation,

- 1. School numbor- (for verification of coverqge'only)

2, How many children in your class were recommanded and eliqlblo for
this program? .

3. How many children in your class were actually served by this
program? :

-

L, How ofen was each chilld seen by the itinerant teécher, on the average
Once a week .~ Twice a week . liore than twice a week

5. How long were the sassions?

6, Did the itinerant t=acher meet with you to exchange information

about the children in the program?
Frequently Seldom Mot at all

7. “hat were the parents’' respomses to thls program?
Favorable Neutral : Unfavorable

8. D14 you attend a workshop or other meeting at which a member
of the project staff discussed project activities? Yes o

9. fave you visited an Evaluation and FPlacement Unit or other special
education facllity as a result of participation in this project?
Yes o -

1C. =Zave you noticed any change in the children who have been servecd

by this program?
academic work lmproved Zehavior improved
Vo change observed

"Hlnaup return the complpfed form wlthin 5 days tos Ur. Philip Reiss
Evaluation Zonsultant

1030 2., 27 Ste ol
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Read ing and Arithletic far Mainstrming Brain-InJured Childrnn- Function Yo 09-58619

| Use Table 304, for Historical Regression Design (6 Step Formula) for Reading (English) Math (Englisn) Reading (Non-
English) Math (Non-English), | |

30A Standardized Test Results,
| In the Table below, enter the requeated {nforation gbout the tests used to evaluate the effectiveness of major lzj
project components/activities in achieving desired objectives, This form requires means obtained From scores '
in the form of grade equivalent units as processed by the 6 step formula {see District Evaluator's Handbook of
Selected Evaluation Procedures, p, 45-49), Before completing this table, read all footnotes, Attach additional
sheets if necessary, | - :

] | ‘ ' Statistical Dats
Component . | Activity|Test | Form | Level |Total Groug Number | Pretest Predicted| Actual |Obtained Lev%lS
Code Code ~ [Used!/ [Pre]Post {Pre [Post | N/ ! Tested®[Date [Nean Posttest|Posttest | Value |sipnif-
' ' Mean |Date|Mean| of ¢t |icance
6(0/8 |113|7|2(2 |wraTfl 1 296 113 1260  (3/75(1.71 1.90 5/7!» 1.96 3.93/p&.00)
6.10[9 (1[3]7/2[2 |wraT(l |1 236 |13 1260  [3/75|1.99 2.11 [5/7% 2.37 4:73 p%.00)
ﬁl CI8 {14722 [WraTfl 1 196 |14 186 - |3/75 L8 15/7% 3,24 6,54 ps.ﬂﬂ :
61019 [214[7]2)2 [umazp |1 196 14186 13750330 146 528 3,95 9. 54]% g0d
6108 [1]5|7]2)2 |marly |3 10 s Dg sl a8 905 82831100 5608
60/9|1]5/7f22 wWRT(l |1 18 |15 |18 3/75/ 3.73 3.84 |5/7 4,02 0.81 pé.25

1/ ldentify the test used and year of publication (HAT 58, CAT-70, etc.),

2/ Total number of participants in the activity, | | ‘

3/ ldentify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5), Where several grades are combined, enter
the last two digits of the component code, ‘ ‘

4/ Total number of participants includad in the pre and posttest calculations,

5/ Specify level of statistical significance obtained (e.g,, p < .05; p<.0l),

sz
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- OEICE OF EOUCKTIONML BVALIATION - DiTA LGS PR
(attach to NIR, item#30) Function #02-{3-519 :

In this table enter a]] Data L0ss nformation, B‘etween‘MIR,’ ftem #30 .and ‘th'is form,‘ all ‘parti‘c‘ipanfs . fl;{-

I each activity mst be accounted for, The component and activity codes used in completion of iten $30 o
- should be used here 8o that the tyo tables match, Sece definitions below table for further instructions, S
G . . . L
_ 3

: | W@ ] @ (3) | (6) N

| Cozponent | Activity Group | Test [Total | Number | Participants |-Reasons why students were not tested, or §° A
] Code Code LD, |Used [N [Tested/| Not'Tested/ | tested, vere not analyzed N
| Analyzed  Analyzed | o Mugbe/ g

N t% Reason "U

610 1811(3[7]2]2] 13 .

. Untestable, too immature, lang. |29
HAN | NearIng Tog8 — — —————f——=-
1601913 f7]2(2] 13 WRAT 1296 | 260 |12 Trans, absent, disch, on post- |7

Untestabie . 2

609H722MWWU5“5IVS*mmmmmmmmbw

(1) Identify the perticipants by specific grade level (e.gi, grade 3, grade 9): Where several gradea'are cozb!
enter the last two digits of the conponent code, B

(2) Identify the tost used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, etc.),

(3) Number of participants {n the activity, - o |

(4) Number of participants ineluded in the pre and posttest calculations Found on itemf30,

(5) Muzber and percent of participania not tested and/or not analyzed on itemft30, ‘ e

(6) Spectfy all reasons why students were not tested andfor analyzed, For each reason specified, provide a ¢
mmber count, If any further docunentation {8 availeble, please attach to this forn, If further opsi.
needed to specify and explein data loss, attach additional pages to this form, f |

N
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